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PERRY D. MORRISON 
DISCUSSIONF PUBLIC LENDING RIGHT (PLR) is much further advanced in 
Canada than in the LJnited States.* Authors’ and librarians’ groups have 
issued resolutions and manifestoes on the subject, formal debates have 
been held, and the Canada Council is developing a “model” for com- 
pensating authors based on holdings of their works by libraries. 
The Canada Council, a governmental corporation which adminis- 
ters grant programs for artists and authors, is not to be confused with 
other councils which have studied PLR and rendered reports relative to 
its implementation in Canada: the Canadian Book and Periodical 
Development Council, composed of representatives from the Canadian 
Library Association (CLA) and various Canadian writers, publishers 
and booksellers, is one such group. Another council is that of the CLA, 
whose statement on compensation for authors was subsequently modi- 
fied and adopted by the annual conference of the CLA in Halifax in 
1976.’ 
Other groups actively studying PLR and its possible implementa- 
tion in Canada include (or have included) the Canadian Copyright 
Institute, the Ontario Library Association, the Canadian Political 
Science Association, and-certainly not the least militant-the Writer’s 
*Tomeet the problem produced by the untimely death of Rudolph C. Ellsworth, who was 
to have contributed the article on PLR in the Americas, the issue editor hasassembled the 
following review of the literature on this subject. 
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Union of Canada. Much of the information in the library press about 
PL2Rin Canada has come from the pen of Rudolph Charles Ellsworth, 
former head of the Bibliographic Research Service, Douglas Library, 
Queen’s LTniversity at Kingston, Ontario, and later, at the time of his 
death, librarian of the Metropolitan Sanitary District of Greater Chi- 
cago. As a counterbalance to Ellsworth’s accounts, which opponents of 
PLR regard as slanted in favor of it, one should consult the writings of 
George and Anne Piternick and of Samuel Rothstein, all o f  the LJniver- 
sity of British Columbia School of Librarianship. Ellsworth’s most 
useful summaries are those appearing in the O n t a r i o  Library Review in 
1976 arid in Libri in 1977, based on a talk given at the Royal School of 
Librarianship, Copenhagen.’ The bibliography appended to the latter 
article is particularly useful. The opposition view by Piternick and 
Rothstein was initially published in Felicier, and later in somewhat 
modified form in the lJ.S. publication, The U*N*A*B*A*S*H*E*D 
L i b r a r i ~ n . ~A letter by Anne Piternick, CLA president, 1976-77, to 
Felzciter was written to set the record straight as to the official position 
of the CLA on PLR. It quotes in full the 1976 resolution of the associa- 
tion, which states that the “CLA strongly urges the federal govern- 
ment ...to develop and fund a system of increased financial rewards to 
authors.” The resolution further states that CLA is ready: “ t o  support 
the use of library holdings data in the consideration anddevelopment of 
an appropriate system ....CLA makes these recommendations in recog- 
nition of the cultural contribution of Canadian writers and not in 
recognition of any legal entitlement, i.e., a public lending ‘right.’ 
To librarians, at least, the most readily accessible source of state-
ments in support of, opposition to, and equivocal on, PLR for Canada 
is the report of the Copyright Workshop sponsored by the Canadian 
Association of College and University Libraries and held June 14,1975, 
during the annual conference of the Canadian Library A~sociation.~ 
Franfoise Hhbert of the National Library of Canada moderated the 
proceedings. Marian Engel, a writer and member of the Writer’s Union, 
presented the pro-PL,R position. Roy C. Sharp, a lawyer, argued the case 
for PLR as an extension of copyright and discussed the position of the 
publisher as well as that of the author. A.A. Keyes, then consultant with 
the Canadian Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs, fur- 
nished a brief and frankly “ambivalent” piece from the point of view of 
the consumer-the only attempt to view the question from this angle 
anywhere in the PLR literature. As one would expect, Ellsworth pro- 
duced a report on the history and current status of PLR schemes in 
various countries in the world. Finally, George Piternick filed the 
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opposition brief, and advocated in lieu of PLR, a program of financial 
relief for authors without reference to use of their works in libraries by, 
for example, tax exclusions “for the first x dollars of royalty of sale 
income” received from writing.6 
Additional pro-PLR statements from the author’s and publisher’s 
point of view in Canada are available in nonlibrary sources held only in 
the larger 1J.S. libraries. These articles have appeared in Quill and 
Quire , a writers’ professional journal, and in such more general periodi- 
cals as Saturday N i g h t  and Maclean’s, as well as in daily newspapers in 
Canada. A selection of these sources are cited in Ellsworth’s Libr i  
bibliography. However, Ellsworth attributes considerable influence in 
furthering debate on PLR in Canada to a report sponsored by librarians, 
namely, the Ontario Canadian Public Lending Rights Action Group. 
This 16-page report, entitled “Public Lending Right: A Survey of 
Practices, Options and Opinions,” is the basis for the passage of a 
pro-PLR motion at the 1974 annual meeting of the Ontario Library 
Association in Ottawa. According to Ellsworth, “this report raises and 
answers many questions.” However, he is quick to add, with little fear of 
contradiction, that “upon closer scrutiny most of the issues concerned 
with authors’ lending rights become more rather than less c o m p l e ~ . ” ~  
The Canada Council is conducting a questionnaire survey of Cana- 
dian authors in order to form a represcntative list of their publications 
to check against the holdings of a sample of Canadian libraries. This 
data will form the basis for a model for a PLR program which could be 
put into immediate effect whenever funds are provided. The plan will be 
based on library holdings (rather than circulation from libraries) of 
books by Canadian authors. It would thus be a scheme for remunerating 
Canadian authors other than by extension of copyright to library lend- 
ing. To reward all authors, Canadian and foreign, who copyright books 
in Canada would be impossibly costly. In fact, the Canada Council will 
not claim it openly as a right.’ The council prefers to refer to the subject 
as CLU (compensation for library use) rather than PLR. The plan will 
also provide for a decreasing scale of payments related to any particular 
book or author, so that a few authors of best sellers will not profit 
unduly, and so that the new author or author of books for specialized 
audiences will also benefit significantly from PLR payment^.^ 
The Committee of the Canada Council on Compensation for 
Library Use has studied alternatives put forth by opponents of PLR and 
put them aside as “inadequate,for the purposes PLR is to achieve.” On 
the other hand, the committee has “been careful to keep the librarians’ 
concerns in mind” in drawing up “a system acceptable to one and 
all”’-a large order! 
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According to A.A. Keyes, the Canada Council “could announce 
that their reservoir of funds will be used to provide a purely admnistra- 
tive mechanism, a system similar to that in Australia.””To thecontrary, 
a spokesperson for the Canada Council indicates that any scheme put 
forth by the council would require special funding by Parliament.’The 
Canada Council anticipates no problems with federal versus provincial 
responsibility for any PLR scheme it may put forward. Indeed, prov- 
inces may wish to augment the payments from the federal scheme in 
coordinated PLR plans for their own authors. 
The  question of extending the principle of PLR to other arts and to 
publishers will certainly be addressed both by the Council in construct- 
ing the model and by Parliament in discussion of funding. Be that as it 
may, we can only end this discussion of the situation in Canada, as 
Ellsworth usually did his, with a quotation from the Calgary writer, 
James H. Gray: with thePLR issue, “the love-hate relationship between 
authors and libraries goes quickly back to square one.”’ 
In the United States the issue is not so tightly drawn, at least not yet. 
Nor will it be in the near future, given the present political climate in 
this country. The  most significant event in the history of PLR in the 
[Jnited States was the introduction, at the request of the Authors League 
of America, of a bill by then Congressman Ogden R. Reid (D., N.Y.) to 
the House of Representatives to “Establish a Commission to Study and 
Make Recommendations on Methods for Compensating Authors for the 
Use of Their Books by Libraries in 1973” (93d Cong., 1st Sess., H.R. 
4850). The  commission, the bill stated, would be associated with the 
Library of Congress. Any funds for lending royalties would be provided 
by the federal government and would not affect the Copyright Act. T h e  
bill was referred to the Committee on House Administration, where it 
apparently died. 
Mr. Reid is no longer in congress, but the Authors Guild has far 
from given u p  the cause.I4 PLR was the principal topic of discussion at 
the annual meeting of the guild, February 28,1980, in New York, which 
featured an address by the British champion of PLR, Lord John Ted 
Willis.I5 The  guild has also been running a series of articles on PLR in 
various countries in its Bulletin. The guild’s council also invited Jan 
Gehlin, a Swedish author and leader in the PLR movement there, to 
address the council on December 3,  1980. According to Guild president 
Robert A. Caro, in studying the question of whether the organization 
should launch a campaign for PLR, the guild must consider the follow- 
ing questions: “Can PLR be funded in such a way as not to cut into 
already inadequate ‘funds for public libraries, and to insure absolutely 
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that there is not governmental intrusion into the field of freedom of 
expression? Can PLR be handled in such a way that the author of 
bestsellers does not benefit disproportionately?’”6 He indicated that, 
while these questions appear to have been answered in a satisfactory 
manner in other countries, the situation in the United States may be 
different. In approaching the problem, Car0 thinks that a first priority 
would be the creation of a “climate of opinion” among American 
authors. 
Another project which should be of interest in assessing, if not 
creating, the climate of opinion among authors is a study recently 
commissioned by the Authors Guild Foundation. This study will assess 
the economic condition of U.S. authors by questionnaires and personal 
interviews conducted by the Center for Social Sciences of Columbia 
University. The purposes of this study are broader than the question of 
support of authorship through-PLR, but the results will be relevant to 
this issue.17 
Although over the last decade several exploratory articles have 
appeared in the library press of the United States regarding PLR” the 
issue has generated little actual debate among American librarians. 
LJndoubtedly, most American librarians are only dimly awareof PLR at  
all, if inded they have ever heard of it. If militancy among professinoal 
authors in favor of PLR continues to grow-as there are many indica- 
tions that it will-then we can expect American libraries to draw u p  
sides on this issue, as they have on so many others during the last two 
turbulent decades. The  present turn of political sentiment away from 
government expenditure may well at least delay the necessity for becom- 
ing involved in the PLR issue. However, librarians and others should 
become aware of an  issue that is very likely to become hotter as such 
powerful writers as Barbara W. Tuchman and other members of the 
Authors Guild really put their influence to work on the matter. 
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